
 

 

ATTACHMENT 2: PARK PREFERRED/ENVIRONMENTALLY 
PREFERABLE PUBLIC COMMENT ANALYSIS 

 

CONTENT ANALYSIS REPORT 

 
Document Title: Preferred and Environmentally Preferable Alternatives--Elk Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement   

   

Comment Distribution by Code  
 

(Note: Each comment may have multiple codes. As a result, the total number of comments may 
be different than the actual comment totals) 

 

Code Description 
# of 
Comments 

% of 
Comments 

AE12000 Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat 3 0.01% 

AE12050 Affected Environment: Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat (Non-
Substantive) 2 0.00% 

AE15500 Affected Environment: Archeology Resources (Non-
Substantive) 0 0.00% 

AE21000 Affected Environment: Socioeconomics 0 0.00% 

AE22000 Affected Environment: Visitor Use 0 0.00% 

AE22050 Affected Environment: Visitor Use (Non-Substantive) 2 0.00% 

AE24000 Affected Environment: General Ecology 2 0.00% 

AE25000 Affected Environment: Elk Population 1 0.00% 

AE25500 Affected Environment: Elk Population (Non-Substantive) 20 0.04% 

AE26000 Affected Environment: Park Operations 1 0.00% 

AE26500 Affected Environment: Park Operations (Non-Substantive) 2 0.00% 

AL1000 Alternatives: Elements Common To All Alternatives 0 0.00% 

AL10010 Alternatives: Support Alternative A - No Action 8 0.02% 

AL10020 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative A - No Action 1 0.00% 
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Code Description 
# of 
Comments 

% of 
Comments 

AL11000 Alternatives: Support Alternative B - Direct Reduction with 
Firearms 9 0.02% 

AL11010 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative B - Direct Reduction with 
Firearms 9 0.02% 

AL13010 Alternatives: Support Alternative C - Roundup and 
Euthanasia 4 0.01% 

AL13015 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative C - Roundup and 
Euthanasia 2 0.00% 

AL13040 Alternatives: Alternative D (Env. Preferable Alt.) - Testing 
and Translocation 8 0.02% 

AL13045 Alternatives: Alternative D (Env. Preferable Alt.) - Testing 
and Translocation (Non-Substantive) 1 0.00% 

AL13050 Alternatives: Support Alternative D - Testing and 
Translocation 56 0.12% 

AL14000 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative D - Testing and 
Translocation 4 0.01% 

AL1500 Alternatives: Elements Common To All Alternatives (Non-
Substantive) 3 0.01% 

AL15010 Alternatives: Support Alternative E - Increased Hunting 
Opportunities Outside the Park 11 0.02% 

AL16000 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative E - Increased Hunting 
Opportunities Outside the Park 0 0.00% 

AL17000 Alternatives: Support Alternative F - Maintenance Only 
Fertility Control 12 0.03% 

AL17010 Alternatives: Oppose Alternative F - Maintenance Only 
Fertility Control 1 0.00% 

AL19030 Alternatives: Adaptive Management 0 0.00% 

AL19040 Alternatives: Adaptive Management (Non-Substantive) 0 0.00% 

AL20000 Alternatives: Support Changing NPS/Park Policy 1 0.00% 

AL20010 Alternatives: Oppose Changing NPS Park Policy 0 0.00% 

AL2015 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Public Hunting within 
the Park (Non-Substantive) 11502 24.77% 

AL2025 
Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Initial Reduction and 
Maintenance by Certified Volunteer Sharpshooters (NDGF 
Alternative) (Non-Substantive) 

4 0.01% 

AL2055 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Move Elk to the 
North Unit (Non-Substantive) 3 0.01% 

AL2065 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Reintroduction of 
Natural Elk Predators (Non-Substantive) 224 0.48% 
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Code Description 
# of 
Comments 

% of 
Comments 

AL2075 Alternatives: Alternatives Eliminated - Fertility Control for 
Initial Reduction (Non-Substantive) 3 0.01% 

AL3005 Alternatives: Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of 
Alts. B, C, and D 11412 24.58% 

AL3007 Alternatives: Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of 
Alts. B, C, and D (non-substantive) 22 0.05% 

AL3010 Alternatives: Support the Park Preferable Alternative 11435 24.63% 

AL3020 Alternatives: Oppose the Park Preferable Alternative 52 0.11% 

AL4000 Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements 19 0.04% 

AL4500 Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements (Non-
Substantive) 20 0.04% 

AL5000 Alternatives: Support Elk Management in Park 27 0.06% 

AL5030 Alternatives: Non-Lethal Methods (General) (Non-
Substantive) 9 0.02% 

AL5050 Alternatives: Lethal Methods (General) (Non-Substantive) 33 0.07% 

AL5070 Alternatives: Timing of Actions (Non-Substantive) 4 0.01% 

AL5090 Alternatives: Carcass Management (Non-Substantive) 14 0.03% 

AL6010 Alternatives: Research and Monitoring (Non-Substantive) 1 0.00% 

AL6040 Alternatives: Oppose all Proposed Alternatives 4 0.01% 

AL7010 Alternatives: Oppose Lethal Control/Support for Non-lethal 
Control in the Park 2 0.00% 

CC1000 Consultation and Coordination: General Comments 11365 24.48% 

CC1500 Consultation and Coordination: General Comments (Non-
Substantive) 22 0.05% 

EL11000 Elk Population: Desired Conditions 0 0.00% 

EL2000 Elk Population: Methodology and Assumptions 0 0.00% 

EL4000 Elk Population: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives 3 0.01% 

GA5000 Impact Analysis: Scientific Data Used to Determine Impacts 1 0.00% 

HS1500 Human Health and Safety: Chronic Wasting Disease (Non-
Substantive) 0 0.00% 

MT1000 Miscellaneous Topics: General Comments 106 0.23% 

ON1000 Other NEPA Issues: General Comments 1 0.00% 

ON2000 Other NEPA Issues: General Comments (Non-Substantive) 2 0.00% 

PN4000 Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority 1 0.00% 
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Code Description 
# of 
Comments 

% of 
Comments 

PN4500 Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority (Non-
Substantive) 0 0.00% 

PN8500 Purpose And Need: Objectives In Taking Action (Non-
Substantive) 13 0.03% 

SE4000 Socioeconomics: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 7 0.02% 

SE4010 Socioeconomics: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 6 0.01% 

VE4000 Visitor Experience: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives 10 0.02% 

VS4000 Visitor Conflicts And Safety: Impact Of Proposal And 
Alternatives 10 0.02% 

XX1000 Duplicate Comment/Correspondence 16 0.03% 

Total  46435 100.00% 

 

 

Distribution by Correspondence Type 

Type # of Correspondences % of Correspondences 

Other 11742 97.96% 

Web Form 122 1.02% 

Letter 112 0.93% 

Fax 9 0.08% 

E-mail 1 0.01% 

Total 11986* 100.00% 

*Of the 11,986 correspondences received, 11,132 were form letters. 

 

 

Correspondence Signature Count by Organization Type 
Organization Type # of Correspondences % of Correspondences 

Federal Government 1 0.01% 

NPS Employee 2 0.02% 

Conservation/Preservation 8 0.07% 

State Government 1 0.01% 

Tribal Government 1 0.01% 
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Organization Type # of Correspondences % of Correspondences 

Unaffiliated Individual 11973 99.89% 

Total 11986 100.00% 

 

 

Correspondence Distribution by State 

State 
# of 
Correspondences 

% of 
Correspondences  

NJ 19 0.16% 

MN 21 0.18% 

SD 6 0.05% 

WV 5 0.04% 

AK 2 0.02% 

OK 2 0.02% 

UN 1 0.01% 

CA 106 0.88% 

ND 87 0.73% 

WY 3 0.03% 

AL 6 0.05% 

MA 20 0.17% 

NM 11 0.09% 

VA 22 0.18% 

WI 16 0.13% 

AR 2 0.02% 

OH 23 0.19% 

TN 14 0.12% 

MD 14 0.12% 

NE 4 0.03% 

IL 37 0.31% 

MI 12 0.10% 

GA 14 0.12% 

ME 5 0.04% 
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State 
# of 
Correspondences 

% of 
Correspondences  

UT 4 0.03% 

NH 4 0.03% 

KS 2 0.02% 

CO 33 0.28% 

MT 16 0.13% 

RI 5 0.04% 

NY 42 0.35% 

IA 4 0.03% 

SC 4 0.03% 

DC 2 0.02% 

TX 39 0.33% 

WA 47 0.39% 

FL 37 0.31% 

VT 2 0.02% 

IN 14 0.12% 

NV 10 0.08% 

LA 6 0.05% 

MO 8 0.07% 

CT 6 0.05% 

MS 1 0.01% 

HI 3 0.03% 

ID 1 0.01% 

KY 5 0.04% 

OR 31 0.26% 

AZ 25 0.21% 

PA 11158 93.09% 

NC 17 0.14% 

Total 11986 100.00% 
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CONCERN RESPONSE REPORT 

 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park  

Preferred and Environmentally Preferable Alternatives--Elk Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 

Concern Response Report 
 
 

AE12000 - Affected Environment: Wildlife And Wildlife Habitat  
   Concern ID:  22220  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter suggested that habitat loss is a main problem that is not 
addressed in the DEIS.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 216  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111784  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: However, the proposed elk management plan 
doesn't address the real problem and that is wildlife habitat loss.  

      

   Response:  To provide more habitat and acceptance for elk outside the park would 
require that area landowners and other agencies (e.g., North Dakota Game 
and Fish Dept., U.S. Forest Service, and grazing associations, etc.) develop 
some consensus for elk outside the boundaries of the park.  Such a 
consensus is not likely at this time.  Although loss of habitat is a factor 
affecting many species (plant and animal), such is not the case for elk at 
Theodore Roosevelt NP.  

 

 
AE24000 - Affected Environment: General Ecology  
   Concern ID:  22227  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter suggested that less elk browsing on willows will prevent 
stream bank erosion and promote healthier streams.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 469  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 
111617  

Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: These predators hunt near streams and will prevent 
elk from over browsing on the willows near streams. Less browsing on the 
willows near streams will prevent stream bank erosion and healthier 
streams. 

  

 Response:  The NPS does not agree with the commenter’s assertion.  Based on a 4-year 
diet study (2003-2007) conducted inside the park, willow was not an 
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important component in the diets of elk (comprised <3%). 

      

   Concern ID:  22228  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter suggested that native plant communities are being 
threatened because of the lack of natural predators which has led to 
overpopulation.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 391  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 
111481  

Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Lack of predators has led to overpopulation of elk 
in Theodore Roosevelt National Park, so that native plant communities are 
beign threatened.  

 

   Response:  NPS agrees that the area within the park is not a naturally functioning 
ecosystem due to the lack of natural predators.  NPS did consider 
reintroduction of natural predators, but such an alternative was not carried 
forward for detailed analysis. A discussion of why such an alternative was 
considered but dismissed, see Chapter 2.  

 
 
AL13040 - Alternatives: Alternative D (Env. Preferable Alt.) - Testing and Translocation  
   Concern ID:  22257  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters suggested that the relocated elk be managed by other agencies 
and organizations such as the North Dakota Game and Fish Department. 
One commenter specifically requested that elk only be relocated within 
North Dakota and managed by the North Dakota Game and Fish Department 
because the elk belong to the people of North Dakota.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 58  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110974  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In regards to the relocation of the Elk, this is the 
only option I see that enable hunters extra opportunities within North Dakota 
if the Elk are relocated within the state. I support the relocation option only 
if all the elk are relocated within our state. I firmly believe the big game 
animals in North Dakota belong to the people of this great state and should 
be managed as all other big game animals are managed within the state by 
the Game and Fish Department.  

      Corr. ID: 108  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110580  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In round-up and translocation, various agencies and 
organizations could get the elk for the own purposes. Such as the North 
Dakota Game and Fish receiving a high number of elk to have them 
relocated to State property or state parks to have their own annual hunt.  
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 Response:  Consistent with formal agreements between the park and NDGF, the park 
has made elk available to NDGF for translocations within the state on 3 
separate occasions (1993, 2000, and in 2003 prior to a roundup that did not 
occur), and in each case the state declined the offer.  The park has continued 
to extend this offer to NDGF throughout the current planning process, and 
remains committed to providing elk to the citizens of North Dakota if 
requested by NDGF. 

      

   Concern ID:  22263  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter explained that relocating elk to another location will simply 
transfer all of the environmental problems associated with overpopulation to 
another location.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 38  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111006  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Reduce the number to a healthy number for the 
good of the park's wildlife in environmentally sound, transporting one 
environmental problem to another place is not a Preferable Alternative."  

   

 Response:  To address the potential for unintended environmental impacts associated 
with translocation, the NPS would require assurances from willing recipients 
that sufficient land is available to support the translocated elk, as described 
in the EIS. 

      

   Concern ID:  22267  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter noted that capturing elk for disease testing would be less 
stressful than tranquilizing the elk. The commenter also suggested that elk 
ranchers would be good volunteers as they already have the equipment and 
experience required for the elk capture, testing, and relocation.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 22  Organization: Professional elk guide  

    Comment ID: 110666  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: 4. In my 30 plus years of handling elk, both wild 
captured and captive herds, a well designed capture and sorting system 
along with a elk squeeze chute (to allow disease testing) is far less stressful 
to the elk than tranquilizing them. Many experienced elk ranchers have the 
equipment and expertise to volunteer for this possible relocation project.  

   

 Response:  The current elk management plan/EIS does not utilize drugs (anesthetics) for 
any of its reduction efforts.  The park has an on-site handling facility in each 
unit (North and South), and routinely conducts roundups of bison, and feral 
horses, and has conducted elk roundups in the past.  
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AL3005 - Alternatives: Park Preferable Alternative - Combination of Alts. B, C, and D  
   Concern ID:  22254  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters had questions regarding the specific requirements for the 
supervised volunteers including proficiency requirements, use of personal weapons, 
background checks, and expenses.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 53  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110669  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I think it is wise to allow the volunteers. I am interested in 
more detail on how the teams would work, what the requirements are to meet firearm 
proficiency, and if there is any provision where any of the meat could be kept or 
returned by the donation organization for the volunteers. Retreiving several hundred 
animals would seem to take some manpower and logistic planning, regardless of 
reduction via "professionsals" or skilled volunteers.  

      Corr. ID: 122  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110520  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: What about the physical aspect of this, how will the park 
ensure that these volunteers are fit enough to handle this? Will each reduction team 
include an EMT or will some sort of physical be required in addition to the firearm 
proficiency exam?  

      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112046  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: 7. Will volunteers be subject to the same firearms safety and 
proficiency training as paid employees? What will be the time and cost commitments? 

      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112044  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: 5. Will personal weapons be inspected by a gunsmith, as per 
NPS property regulations (required whenever an employee or volunteer submits a 
request to use his/her weapon in performance of their duties). Should a personal 
weapon be lost or damaged will it be replaced or repaired at NPS expense? What is 
the projected cost?  

      Corr. ID: 567  Organization: North Dakota Game and Fish Department  

    Comment ID: 111993  Organization Type: State Government  

     Representative Quote: 1. It's stated that 'skilled volunteers' would work in teams. 
How many people would compromise a team and what would individual 
responsibilities be? 
2. Skilled volunteers would be 'supervised and directed' by NPS personnel. What 
exactly does this mean? Would they be told which elk to shoot and how many? Need 
clarification on this, 
3. What are considered appropriate skills and proficiencies for removal of wildlife? 
How would these be determined, i.e., what are the criteria? A number of requirements 
must be met but it's not stated what those requirements are to be. 
4. What is considered a 'demonstrated level of proficiency'?  

118



 

 

   

 Response:  Much of this information has been included in the description of the preferred 
alternative in Chapter 2, beginning on page 83 of the FEIS.  Specific requirements for 
firearms proficiency and use will be developed by the park and communicated to the 
public following release of the Record of Decision. It is anticipated that volunteers 
will need to pass background checks, will use their own firearms, and will need to 
demonstrate a level of proficiency with their firearm.  

      

   Concern ID:  22256  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters questioned the cost estimate of the preferred alternative, stating 
that it appears to be far too low, and stating that the EIS has underestimated the costs 
associated with using volunteers.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 94  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110733  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The plan for control of elk by harvesting them with sharp 
shooters and donating the meat to orginizations has never been clarified but it has 
been given a price tag that only a federal agency could calculate. This is a plan that I 
believe the Park service does not want implimented and thus have done what it took 
make this option the least acceptable in applicability and cost.  

      Corr. ID: 108  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110583  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Volunteers are going to be costly to the park and to the 
Federal Government to manage. If there is a hunt with volunteers over two or three 
years, the personnel costs of hiring 10-15 additional Law Enforcement Park Rangers 
to go out with the small groups of volunteers will cost a minimum of $150,000 for 10 
additional Law Enforcement Park Rangers. Not to mention the additional cost of 
$50,000 for vehicles, supplies, and management costs. That is a rough estimate for 
one (1) fall/winter. Times that by 3 years and it's a waste of the tax dollar.  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111983  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The cost of the preferred alternative remains a bit unclear, as 
it may (or may not) combine elements of alternatives B, C and D. The use of 
volunteers during the reduction phase (Alternative B) of the action is estimated to be 
over $1 million more than if the same program were carried out by agency personnel. 
Overall cost, $2.75 million compared to $1.0 to $1.8 million for alternatives C and D. 
The DEIS should clarify the cost of refrigeration trucks (shown as a "one-time 
expense", pg 60. Wouldn't there be an annual need for refrigeration trucks that could 
extend for months at a time? This cost needs to be reevaluated.  

      Corr. ID: 547  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111448  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Besides being less efficient and more disruptive to the elk 
and other inhabitants of the park and visitors of the park; the preferred alternative will 
also cost much mote than the environmentally preferred alternative. The cost of 
testing civilians to make sure they have the necessary skills to be part of a direct 
reduction team plus the cost of requisite park personnel to facilitate these ingoing 
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direct reduction activities will surpass the cost of a one time reduction by 
professionals.  

   

 Response:  A detailed cost estimate for the preferred alternative is provided in the final EIS, 
including the costs of using training and supervising skilled volunteers (see Appendix 
D). Regarding refrigeration trucks, the NPS may purchase a single truck which would 
then be available for use as needed.  

      

      

   Concern ID:  22261  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters stated they were not in favor of the preferred alternative because it will 
set a precedent of shooting in National Parks, will be labor intensive and costly, is 
politically motivated, and will not be effective.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 106  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110600  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The proposed Alternative is a poor choice because it will 
create an undefined precedent of shooting not in just Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park, but National Parks nationwide. National Parks are a place of interest to many 
people who do not hunt to come see wildlife in their natural domain. These non 
hunters want to feel safe while viewing the wildlife and their traditional interactions in 
the wild with other species. This Alternative is Labor intensive for National Park 
personnel. It makes no assurances of how many Elk will be eliminated or how many 
volunteers are interested. It will take at least 5-6 years before Elk population numbers 
are lowered to the desired heard size. This is a political alternative and not based on 
sound science and especially, not the public process set up by our governmental 
legislative policy (NEPA). This is basically an alternative proposed by the North 
Dakota Game and Fish Department that was eliminated from consideration in the 
DEIS just as was the option of reintroduction of natural elk predators. Contrary to the 
statements made by Senator Dorgan and the media, this will be expensive!  

      Corr. ID: 539  Organization: Sierra Club  

    Comment ID: 110740  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation  

     Representative Quote: The Preferred Alternative also completely ignores the science 
found in the EIS and appears to have been unduly influenced by the politics 
surrounding the issue.  

   

 Response:  The NPS agrees that the preferred alternative will be labor intensive for NPS 
personnel.  All of the costs of the preferred alternative are disclosed in the EIS, and 
Appendix D contains a detailed breakdown of associated costs. The NPS received a 
large volume of comments on the preferred alternative, many supporting use of skilled 
volunteers and a number opposed to skilled volunteers.  Ultimately, for a variety of 
reasons, the NPS identified a preferred alternative that uses skilled volunteers, and 
also envisions using roundups to control the elk population depending on the efficacy 
of direct reduction.  The NPS believes the preferred alternative will be effective at 
reducing the elk population, and does not believe the use of skilled volunteers is 
precedent setting, as authorized agents have been used in the past to assist parks with 
culling.  
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   Concern ID:  22262  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters felt that the proposed plan is a short-term solution and a long-
range management plan is necessary to effectively management the elk population.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 118  Organization: National Parks Conservation Association, 
Northern Rockies Region  

    Comment ID: 110550  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The preferred alternative identifies an initial reduction phase 
of five years, and a maintenance phase of six to fifteen years that would involve the 
same methods as those used for the initial reduction phase. NPCA is concerned that 
the preferred alternative does not significantly address the root causes of this elk 
overpopulation, and strongly urges NPS to develop and implement long-term 
solutions following the initial reduction phase. In doing so, NPS should work with 
federal, state, and private landowners to increase the habitat available on adjacent or 
nearby lands for this species, allowing elk to roam over more of their historic range 
(including the northern unit of the park) to reduce population density within the 
southern unit of the park. We ask that the park commit to have a plan completed by 
the end of the initial reduction phase that will result in significant additional seasonal 
and/or permanent habitat, thereby eliminating the need for a cull based on population 
numbers.  

      Corr. ID: 118  Organization: National Parks Conservation Association, 
Northern Rockies Region  

    Comment ID: 110537  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: NPCA is supportive of the preferred alternative included in 
the updated EIS preferred alternative document, which incorporates elements of 
several of the proposed alternatives in the December 2008 Draft EIS. It is important to 
note, however, that the preferred alternative, which would implement a cull to reduce 
the elk herd in THRO from approximately 900 to the target range of 100-400 elk, 
while an appropriate short term solution, does not resolve the underlying causes of 
this complex management problem. Therefore, we ask that NPS develop a long-term 
solution for maintaining a healthy ecosystem within and surrounding the national 
park.  

      Corr. ID: 141  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110306  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: However, the proposed elk management plan is simply a 
short-term solution.  

      Corr. ID: 145  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110567  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: While I support the plan to allow for trained volunteers to 
cull Theodore Roosevelt National Park's elk population to more sustainable levels 
over a limited period of time, that action is a short term measure. And while Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park is assuring that the cull takes place under close supervision 
of park managers and is not proposing an unprecedented public hunt within a national 
park, much more needs to be done to bring the park into better balance.  

      Corr. ID: 161  Organization: Not Specified  
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    Comment ID: 110657  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Your solution to the proposed elk management plan is short-
term and really easy for you to deal with rather than working with the tough problems 
involved with actually managing the land with balance being the key concept. In my 
opinion the idea of setting lose "trained" volunteers who couldnt be more happy than 
to have a state sanctioned killing session, is an escape from wildlife management 
good practices.  

   

 Response:  As described in the Chapter 1 of the EIS, under the “Present Day Management 
Concerns: Potential Effects of Overpopulation” section, the ecosystem encompassing 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park is influenced by several factors which have lead 
elk to disproportionately use the park when compared to surrounding habitat. As 
described in the “Purpose and Need” section of the EIS, the elk population in the park 
is growing largely unchecked by predation, hunting or nutritional restriction, and 
when coupled with the high quality habitat that exists within the park and surrounding 
agricultural lands, has the potential to reach unnaturally high levels.  As these sections 
of the EIS demonstrate, the availability of habitat for elk is not the issue, but rather the 
unregulated growth of the elk population in an unbalanced ecosystem. Recognizing 
this, NPS has developed this plan/EIS which would guide elk management for the 
next 15 years--or until conditions change that necessitate an update.  

      

   Concern ID:  22264  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters offered specific ideas to incorporate into the preferred alternative 
for how to deal with the elk meat. Ideas include the type of bullet to be used, how to 
handle the elk meat, selling meat to raise money, and the proposed locations for the 
donation of meat.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 90  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110467  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I am all for skilled hunters to thin the elk population. The one 
thing that has to be considered is the type of bullets used. You can not give deer to a 
food bank if it was shot with a rifle. Bow kills only. The fear is lead. There are 
alternitives to lead bullets such as Barnes X copper bullets. Non lead bullets must be 
manditory or the meat will end up going to waste.  

      Corr. ID: 584  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111699  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: A possible fund raising idea could be to sell elk meet after 
the cull.  

      Corr. ID: 711  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111862  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Are there plans for the meat from the culled elk? Many food 
banks and shelters accept donated meat from hunters, and their demand has gone up 
as donations have gone down in the current economic situation.  

      Corr. ID: 805  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111824  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  
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     Representative Quote: In addition, I propose that ALL of the meat from the culled 
animals should be quickly and safely butchered and given to food banks. This would 
provide needed meat protein for families that are facing tough economic conditions. 
This action would avoid the appearance of favoritism for the volunteers who will 
participate in the project.  

   

 Response:  The Preferred Alternative anticipates donation of any elk meat to the State of North 
Dakota, Tribes, and approved charities.  NPS does not have the authority to sell elk 
meat, and therefore did not include such an idea in its alternative analysis.  Under the 
preferred alternative, non-lead bullets would be used.  

      

   Concern ID:  22265  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters offered suggestions for the qualifications that would be required of 
volunteers, including a prerequisite physical tests, existing models, and an initial fee 
for proficiency testing.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 3  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110641  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: My comments pertain to selecting qualified volunteers.  
 
- I suggest charging a fee to participate or a fee for proficiency testing. A fee will 
encourage volunteers to be more serious about participating. If they do not have 
anything invested in the operation, the volunteers are less likely to show up when 
needed. This also reduces the burden of testing volunteers who are not serious about 
participating. 
 
- consider having a physical fitness aspect to the proficiency test. A two to four mile 
hike with a 30 pound pack, perhaps. The number one complaint of big game guides is 
clients are not physically fit enough for the hunt. If volunteers are not healthy enough 
to perform a 2 mile hike with a 30 pound pack; they are not healthy enough to hunt 
elk. (test shooting skills after the hike.)(shoot from field positions, not a bench) 
 
- conduct the proficiency testing at a location near the park. If a volunteer cannot 
make it to the area to test, they will also likely have a hard time coming to the park 
when needed. This also reduces the burden of testing volunteers who are not serious 
about participating. (test more than once) 
 
- require a minimum caliber firearm larger than the ND Game & Fish requirement (25 
cal) for elk hunting. I would recommend a minimum 270 caliber/2200 LB/FT muzzle 
energy requirement (270 Win, 130 gr bullet / 7mm-08 Rem, 140 gr bullet). The idea 
of the plan is to humanely and efficiently reduce the population; not to challenge one's 
self or try something new. The public does not want to see wounded animals. 
 
-require volunteers to test with the actual firearm (or firearms) they will use. The 
second most common complaint from big game guides is clients purchase new 
firearms for the hunt and are not proficient with it.  

      Corr. ID: 118  Organization: National Parks Conservation Association, 
Northern Rockies Region  

    Comment ID: 110541  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  
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     Representative Quote: The preferred alternative uses direct herd reduction "managed
by the NPS and carried out by qualified federal employees and/or authorized agents." 
These agents include "skilled volunteers&includ[ing] individuals identified through 
an NPS-developed system." The development of this system is a crucial component of 
implementing the cull - NPS must establish a rigorous certification program that 
protects park resources and values and public safety. The criteria used for elk culling 
in Rocky Mountain National Park provides a good example: NPS has recognized that 
an ideal candidate for the position "adheres to a strong conservation/preservation 
ethic� has a desire to contribute to the overall ecological health" of the national park. 
Volunteers are required to pass a three-day training course including a range shooting 
test, pass a background test, and "have the ability to take direct supervision from NPS 
staff." These prerequisites help ensure that the volunteers and the public understand 
there is a distinct difference between culling an elk herd for conservation of the 
species and the ecosystem and allowing recreational sport hunters to have access to 
wildlife in national parks.  

      Corr. ID: 122  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110521  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Maybe as a prerequisite to even signing up as a volunteer, 
require them to provide doctor's approval and do something similar to the wildland 
fire "pack test" before even attempting the firearm exam?  

   

 Response:   Specific requirements for firearms proficiency and use will be developed by the park 
and communicated to the public following release of the Record of Decision. It is 
anticipated that volunteers will need to pass background checks, will need to certify 
that they are in sufficient physical health to assist with culling, will use their own 
firearms, and will need to demonstrate a level of proficiency with their firearm.  

      

   Concern ID:  22271  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that volunteers will want to keep the elk meat and volunteers 
would be less likely to participate unless they are able to keep a portion of the meat.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 64  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111059  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The alternative suggested is confusing and even though it 
allows public assistance it appears that those assisting are not allowed to keep any 
meat from harvested animals. Who would want to go into the park just to shoot an 
animal. I would not participate if I was not able to keep some meat, I have no problem 
sharing, but just to shoot makes no sense.  

   

 Response:  Based upon the public comments received, NPS recognizes that members of the 
public would prefer to keep elk meat from elk they have helped to cull.  However, as 
volunteers, members of the public are not allowed to keep elk meat or any the part of 
the animal.  All meat will be donated to the State, Tribes, and approved charities in 
compliance with federal regulations regarding the donation of surplus property.  

      

   Concern ID:  22272  
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   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated through several comments that the preferred alternative 
violates Director's Order 7 because it is not a cost-effective use of volunteers.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112038  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In light of the park's purpose and its national significance as 
stated in the EIS, I have some concerns that aspects of the preferred management 
alternative will divert existing park base funding and personnel away from basic 
functions and will be an abuse of the NPS volunteer program. It is also likely to take 
on a life of its own as an unfunded mandate and would be, among other things, 
fiscally irresponsible. Once all costs are tallied, I do not believe that volunteers can be 
used without violating NPS Director's Order 7.  

      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112061  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: It is also clear that the preferred alternative is NOT a cost-
effective use of volunteers and therefore violates DO7.  

   

 Response:  The NPS does not believe that use of skilled volunteers to assist with culling activities 
would violate Director’s Order 7.  The park is aware that additional funding will be 
required to implement the preferred alternative, and has made plans to acquire such 
funding.  It is likely that additional funding would be required to implement any of the 
action alternatives in the EIS.  

      

   Concern ID:  22276  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter discussed that demographic-based lethal removal would not be 
effective for herd reduction.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 39  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111049  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Control by NPS for selecting which animals will be removed, 
and also the time and place of removal, sounds great however it is not factual. NPS 
are not trained to select individual elk for removal and it would be a best guess at best 
(nor could anyone else), individual selection is much different from herd reduction. 
The selection would amount to Adult/Juvenile, and male female. This is a given 
regardless of the alternative used. NPS would have control by simply stating what 
ratio of adult young male female should be removed from which area and this should 
be part of any alternative and not unique to this one.  

   

 Response:  The commenter is correct in stating that it is difficult to determine with certainty the 
correct sex and age of elk in the field, and for that reason, elk would only be 
differentiated into one of three classes that are readily identifiable during the proposed 
reduction: adult females, adult males, and young-of-the year.  Population modeling 
conducted by the Science Team (Attachment 1) considered these issues and was used 
when the team provided its recommendations.  

      

   Concern ID:  22277  
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   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter discussed the timing of the preferred alternative actions, stating that 
initial reduction should occur during the winter months.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 15  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110653  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Removal of 275 per year for two years appears to be setting 
the bar pretty high, considering there was not a time frame specified when the initial 
reductions would occur. In my opinion, the optimum time to perform the initial 
reduction with firearms would be during the winter months. Elk are congregated and 
there are fewer visitors that may be offended by the sights and sounds of herd 
reduction. However, weather will play a key role in the success. The initial reduction 
should be scheduled over a course of months, not days or weeks, in order to come 
close to achieving the goal of 275.  

   

 Response: As described in the EIS, Alternative B, which has been incorporated into the preferred 
alternative, would have both a fall and winter phase (page 63 of the FEIS). As is 
clarified further for the preferred alternative in the Chapter 2 of the EIS, management 
actions would generally be conducted from November through February, which 
should provide adequate time for achieving annual reduction goals during the initial 
phases of implementation. 

      

   Concern ID:  22278  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters stated that the plan fails to meet the need and goals of the proposed 
action due to political influence, cost, use of volunteers, disruption to park visitors and 
wildlife, and demographic-based targeting of elk.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 37  Organization: Wildlife Management Services  

    Comment ID: 111041  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Facts: need to remove approximately 350 Elk, The plan that 
is considered as best option has built in failures. Volunteers with no incentive to 
achieve success will only be effective for a short period, there are unrealistic 
descriptions of how the Elk might be found and killed (i.e. in groups) and there is no 
reason to remove equal numbers of male and female Elk or at least a target portion 
should be male as well. The process that is being described in the preferred option is 
full of political correctness and sounds very agreeable to unknowing persons. There 
are many reasons this plan fails to meet the need. The removal must be a commented 
effort accomplished quickly, methodically and efficiently with humane ethical 
actions. The method is not need as important as the effort. Volunteers an additional 
duty park staff is not the correct or ethical approach to a reduction of this scope.  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111979  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: It beggars the imagination to understand why the NPS would 
generate a preferred alternative that the DEIS clearly shows to be:  
 
1. The most expensive 
2. The most disturbing to park visitors and wildlife 
3. The most logistically and operationally challenging as well as potentially the most 
hazardous 
4. The most prolonged, especially in terms of the elk population reduction stage 
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5. The most disruptive of park operations. 
6. Overall, the least feasible to accomplish stated goals  

   

 Response: The NPS believes the preferred alternative does in fact meet the purpose, need, and 
objectives of the EIS.  While the preferred alternative is not the most cost efficient, it 
will reduce the elk population to the desired levels within the desired timeframes, and 
has the support of the NDGF.  Should direct reduction with firearms be deemed 
ineffective, the park would have the option to roundup and either translocate or 
euthanize elk in order to reach the desired population levels in the stated timeframes. 

      

   Concern ID:  22279  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter discussed concerns over culling the elk in a team of strangers, stating 
that they would not feel comfortable culling with individuals that they did not know 
or trust.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 45  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111973  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: First, the NPS feels that it is important to have a NPS agent 
accompany the volunteers into the field to ensure the target animals are harvested. I 
think this is an acceptable compromise that ensures safety and consistency in this 
system. The problem that I see with the proposal is with the "Team" that will be 
hunting together. It is my personal preference to only hunt with individuals that I 
know and trust. I believe that many potential volunteers would not feel comfortable in 
the field with a "Team" of strangers even if everyone had successfully passed all 
proficiency requirements.  

   

 Response: Although some volunteers may not feel comfortable as they would with people they 
know well, the elk reduction effort will be conducted by a controlled team with a team 
leader.  All team members will meet prior to the effort and will go through a training 
session together prior to going into the field.   

      

   Concern ID:  22280  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters discussed the negative impact the plan would have on park operations, 
including the park staff and funds that would be diverted from other projects.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112000  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: If volunteers are used for direct reduction activities, either all 
park operations will have to shift priorities to manage the problem or additional 
employees will need to be recruited, trained and employed to manage the volunteer 
program. I question whether the park realistically has the ability to do so, either from 
a fundraising standpoint or an operational one.  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112001  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The DEIS states that Alternative B will generate "Impacts (to 
park operations) greatest if managing volunteers". It also correctly points out that, 
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although largely invisible to the public the time and personnel commitments to 
manage a volunteer program are substantial. Having both supervised volunteers and 
been a park volunteer myself, I can personally attest to that fact. Additionally the 
DEIS points out that the "Use of skilled volunteers would require intensive oversight 
that would not meet this objective". (Pg 118, Alternative B, in regards to minimizing 
the scope and frequency of manipulating elk in the park). If volunteers are not used 
for Alternative B, additional employees will need to be hired to carry out the action. 
Either way, personnel needs are greater than in Alternatives C and D. Alternatives C 
and D rely on proven methods of rounding up wildlife, including elk, that park 
employees have expertise and experience honed over many years of wildlife 
management specific to Theodore Roosevelt NP. Costs and techniques are will known 
and animal handling has been consistently humane. While euthanizing, sampling and 
storing the animals adds a news twist to roundups, CWD sampling and meat storage 
will require the same effort and expertise regardless of which alternative is selected.  

   

 Response: Implementation of the preferred alternative will have some negative impacts on park 
operations, but additional staff will be hired to ensure that the alternative does not 
divert many employees from their normal duties.  Although the park will need to 
cover the costs of the alternative from base funds, it is hoped that an expected base 
funding increase in FY2012 will allow implementation of this alternative without 
pulling financial resources away from other park programs. 

      

   Concern ID:  22283  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters discussed the safety issues involved with using volunteers, 
including the tough terrain volunteers would be exposed to in certain areas of the 
park, the costs of providing personal protective equipment and proper training, and 
questioned if worker's compensation claims would be offered. Commenters 
questioned if these costs have been included in the associated costs of the preferred 
alternative.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111997  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Undoubtedly, many potential volunteers have hunted in areas 
surrounding the park, where road and ATV access make hunting activities and meat 
removal comparatively easy. The badlands in the park are not as readily accessible. 
Footing is difficult, particularly in the poor weather conditions likely to be 
encountered. The surface is prone to slumping or collapse underfoot, a factor that has 
killed wildlife and both feral and domestic horses in the park. While alternatives C 
and D would have the elk traveling on the own 4 feet to an area where large numbers 
could be processes, Alternative B will require shooting elk on-site then removing 
carcasses from the field on the back of people and horses, substantially increasing the 
physical labor and risk involved.  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111998  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: It is unclear why skilled volunteers would be responsible 
only for "assisting" in removing carcasses. Field dressing the meat and removing it 
will be the most labor intensive part of the operation and is probably best suited to 
volunteer help. Regardless of the best safety training, the likelihood of injury to staff 
and volunteers is relatively high die to weather, terrain, and use of firearms and 
prolonged nature of the action. Workman's Compensation claims could add to the 
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overall cost. All of these factors are far less in alternatives C and D.  
      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112047  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: 8. Volunteers are entitled to workman's compensation should 
they become injured. They will be hiking badland terrain and carrying heavy loads 
during fall and winter weather conditions, including slick footing and uneven, 
dangerous ground. The DEIS identified an increased potential in the Preferred 
Alternative for injuries and accidents. These types of claims are lengthy and time 
consuming. What workman's compensation claim costs are anticipated?  

      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112051  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: 9. VIPs must be provided with all personal protective 
equipment and training required by Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) regulations. What are the projected costs for those supplies/materials and 
training? It would be negligent for the NPS to take any shortcuts in training or safety 
requirements in order to accommodate volunteers who otherwise cannot commit the 
time necessary to be properly trained.  

   

 Response: Information regarding requirements for firearms use and the skill of involved 
personnel has been developed for the preferred alternative and added into the 
description of Alternative B in the final EIS.  A detailed cost analysis of the preferred 
alternative has been included in Appendix D of the EIS.  The park recognizes that 
worker’s compensation claims may arise as a result of the preferred alternative, 
however any costs related to such claims are speculative at this time. It is expected 
that any such worker’s compensation claims would be of the same order and 
magnitude as claims made for other activities involving volunteers at the park. 

      

   Concern ID:  22287  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters stated that the DEIS underestimates the time required for direct 
reduction, suggesting that culling activities will take months each year to achieve the 
target population. Commenters requested additional details for how the volunteers 
would achieve target populations in sufficient time.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 122  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110517  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In 2008, approximately 150 elk were harvested near the 
South Unit of TRNP. The elk were shot by hunters knowing that they will be able to 
keep the animal once harvested. As outlined in the preferred alternative, 
approximately 275 elk would be removed each year via reduction teams, that's nearly 
double what was harvested last year. Just based on that statistic alone, this method is 
destined to fail and is just prolonging the inevitable, most efficient, realistic method of 
reducing the elk population "capture elk for euthanasia and/or translocation".  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112002  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I seriously question the feasibility of achieving a significant 
reduction using direct shooting, particularly relying on volunteers. The DEIS should 
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specify the number of volunteers/staff required to carry out Alternative B. It should 
include a more thorough discussion of the specific training required, NPS and park-
specific policies that must be met before volunteers can handle firearms, who will 
supply the firearms, and background checks that might be required. The current 
discussion is inadequate for the public to understand and evaluate these factors. For 
example, if 10 volunteers and 4 staff are in the field every day, and they successfully 
shoot, butcher and remove 5 elk per day, it would take 55 days to achieve a reduction 
of 275 elk. Allowing for training and orientation of revolving cadre of volunteers, 
poor weather, short winter days, difficult terrain, and increasingly wary elk, this time 
commitment could easily be doubled, tripled or more. It is not an action where a 
weekend volunteer can effectively participate. If the action then extends into spring 
months, it negates some of the analyses in the DEIS, particularly relating to 
disturbance to other wildlife and sensitive species during critical times of the year. 
Even if 100 elk are taken during the state hunt (unfortunately, they would not 
necessarily be sex/age classes that would be targeted in the park), it would still require 
a sustained effort of 2 to 3 months each year for 5 years. This does not include the 
time commitment required for record keeping, sample collection and preparation, and 
CWD testing nor the time and cost of storing frozen carcasses for a prolonged period 
each year. While the preferred alternative allows for the feasibility of the action to be 
evaluated in 2 years, it still relies on direct shooting while also implementing actions 
drawn from Alternatives C and D, thus adding yet another layer of cost, staff 
commitments and operational complexity.  

      Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112040  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I'd like some clarification in the DEIS of this potential 
volunteer effort. 
 
1. How many volunteers will be used to harvest the estimated 275 elk each year and 
what time commitment will they each have to make? Many volunteers each utilized 
for short periods of time will have more impact on park operations and park resources. 

   

 Response: This information has been included in the description of the preferred alternative in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS, beginning on page 83.  

      

   Concern ID:  22293  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter questioned the legality of allowing private individuals to cull elk 
inside the park.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 101  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110340  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: It is to my understanding that the game and fish couldn't 
allow hunting inside the Theodore Roosevelt National Park because there is a law 
stating that hunting is not allowed inside the park boundaries. If you read the deer 
hunting guide it also states that "firearms must be unloaded and encased while within 
the boundaries of any national park." if that is the case then why can you allow 
qualified volunteers to bring loaded and uncased firearms into the national park to 
shoot the elk, is that not braking the law that is stated right in the deer hunting guide 
that the game and fish publishes?  

130



 

 

   

 Response: The use of skilled volunteers to assist the park with elk reduction has been reviewed 
by the National Park Service and Department of the Interior and it has been 
determined that such use of volunteers does not violate the laws that guide NPS 
management or the use of volunteers.  Under the preferred alternative, skilled 
volunteers would be treated essentially the same as NPS employees.  The volunteers 
would be used to assist the park with culling the elk herd in order to protect park 
resources.  Volunteers would be closely supervised and directed to shoot specific 
animals, with salvageable meat being donated to approved sources.    The NPS 
distinguishes differences between hunting, a recreational experience, and culling, a 
necessary management action.  A discussion of the Secretary of the Interior’s 
authority to destroy wildlife in order to protect park resources is included in the final 
EIS in Chapter 1 beginning on page 36. 

      

   Concern ID:  22295  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter suggested utilizing volunteers during the maintenance phase as 
opposed to during the reduction phase. The commenter also noted that volunteers 
could be used during several of the activities prescribed under alternative D.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112006  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: If the National Park Service, for whatever reason, is 
absolutely set on using volunteers to shoot elk, use them during the maintenance 
phase of elk management, NOT the reduction phase. On the other hand, volunteers 
who are truly committed to effective wildlife management could be very helpful in 
carrying out many of the activities included in Alternative D.  

   

 Response: Under the preferred alternative, volunteers would be used for both the initial reduction 
and the maintenance phases.  As described in the preferred alternative, should direct 
reduction be determined to be ineffective, the park would have the option of 
conducting a roundup and then either euthanizing or translocating elk in order to reach 
the desired population levels. 

      

 
 
AL4000 - Alternatives: New Alternatives Or Elements  
   Concern ID:  22296  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters provided additional alternatives and elements to alternatives they 
suggest should be considered, including: restoring and making available additional 
elk habitat outside of the South Unit, which could involve creating conservation 
easements or compensating adjacent landowners for this additional habitat; 
modifying fence maintenance activities to encourage more elk to exit the park; 
expanding the boundaries of the park; and hiring a private firm to help manage a 
sustainable elk population.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 37  Organization: Wildlife Management Services  

    Comment ID: 111042  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  
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     Representative Quote: I strongly suggest and recommend that the park staff Elk 
Biologist, the Elk Biologist from the Dept of Game and Fish of North Dakota get 
together and decide what the optimal population of Elk should be and than hire an 
outside company (non political firm) to manage the number of Elk to a pre-
determined number. Hiring an outside firm to reduce the number of Elk to a pre 
determined number does not have to be an overly expensive method. A Firm could 
easily incorporate the "volunteer" theme and compensate them accordingly by 
covering their expenses. The Park staff could be initially involved and practically 
involved without extra staff funding. Timing could be arranged to be ethical, 
biologically sound and park user friendly. Hiring a outside firm to reduce the 
population would reduce the conflicts with park rules and allow the right chooses to 
be made.  

      Corr. ID: 39  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111047  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: A properly run reduction could be conducted in a 60 - 90 
day window with volunteers at fraction of the cost the current plan will cost. A 
private population reduction firm could be hired to facilitate the reduction with the 
use of volunteers at a fraction of the cost.  

      Corr. ID: 118  Organization: National Parks Conservation 
Association, Northern Rockies Region  

    Comment ID: 110551  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: While we support the proposed cull as a short term 
solution to addressing the immediate impacts associated with an over-abundant elk 
population, NPCA believes that it is critical the park lead an effort over the next 
five years that addresses the heart of the issue--lack of adequate habitat for the 
THRO elk population. We believe that only through a concerted and collaborative 
effort with adjacent landowners and land managers, will a sustainable long term 
solution be found. This approach could also provide significant additional elk 
hunting opportunities outside park boundaries. NPCA understands that there are 
many significant challenges to this approach, but we nonetheless request the park to 
move forward in this way.  

      Corr. ID: 130  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110427  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: It is imperative that we think in terms of a long term plan 
for the management of elk populations so that a band-aid need not be the solution 
each year. Let's be sure that the plan includes secure habitat growth for elk 
populations outside the park boundaries. It is important for the maintenance of 
Mother Nature's ecosystem that all of our unique species are allowed to thrive and 
in turn allow the food chain to continue in balance.  

      Corr. ID: 138  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110574  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Conservation easements secured from adjoining 
landholders might be a pragmatic solution...  

      Corr. ID: 222  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111604  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Based on existing programs in place with farmers, mining 
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and logging companies, and other entities, adjacent landowners could receive some 
type of compensation for allowing elk to have access to adequate winter habitat. 
Not a free-for-all, but one that has good, honest oversight to ensure this program is 
not abused as are other existing programs. The compensation could be in many 
forms, to include recognition or free access to National Park sites. It doesn’t need to 
be monetary or a tax credit.  

      Corr. ID: 260  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111517  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I would encourage the park managers to seek ways to 
expand Theodore Roosevelt National Park, to support the size and welfare of not 
only the elk herds, but other wildlife that have a refuge in the park.  

      Corr. ID: 404  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111078  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In regards to the preferred alternative I favor D roundup 
and translocation. By that I mean identify areas of adjacent National Grasslands 
that are not within a mile of someone's ranch. Then you can open the fence and 
chase them out. Do this in conjunction with the N.D. Game and Fish Dept. on the 
day before elk hunting is to open. That way hunting opportunities are truly 
enhanced outside the park, and the animals have not had a chance to settle in on a 
ranch nearby.  

      Corr. ID: 467  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111598  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Two, expand the Park so that it will make the numbers 
more sustainable.  

      Corr. ID: 552  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111629  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I find culling a repulsive strategy which,at best might 
temporarily help reduce pressure on park resources but the real soluction comes 
when we commit ourselves to working with adjacent landowners and federal and 
state managers to address the heart of the issue: the need for additional elk habitat 
outside the park in winter.  

      Corr. ID: 709  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111866  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I do not support the killing of any wildlife, but I do want 
us to obtain more land for these animals....just killing wildlife never is the solution. 

   

 Response: The NPS did consider manipulation of the fence, and restoring and making 
available additional elk habitat outside of the South Unit.  However, because the 
fence is not designed to keep elk in the park, such manipulation would not be 
effective in dispersing elk to adjacent lands.  Furthermore, dispersal of elk to 
adjacent lands would be inconsistent with the current land use plans for land 
surrounding the park, and the NPS received many comments opposing dispersal of 
elk to lands outside the park.   The NPS also considered conservation easements 
outside the park, but the piecemeal nature of such conservation easements and the 
time needed to negotiate and enter into such agreements would not be consistent 
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with the purpose, need, and objective of the EIS, which calls for quick action to 
reduce the elk population inside the park.  If the park were expanded by Congress, 
the NPS would be pleased to provide additional habitat for elk within the park 
boundaries.  A private firm would not have any more capacity to manage an elk 
herd than the NPS as it would be bound by the same policies and boundaries as the 
NPS.  Furthermore, as the EIS demonstrates, the availability of habitat for elk is not 
the issue, but rather the unregulated growth of the elk population in an unbalanced 
ecosystem. Recognizing this, NPS has developed this plan/EIS which would guide 
elk management for the next 15 years--or until conditions change that necessitate 
an update. 

      

 

 
CC1000 - Consultation and Coordination: General Comments  
   Concern ID:  22282  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Several commenters explained that a long term solution to the elk population problem 
can only be addressed by ensuring that elk have access to adequate winter habitat. 
Commenters suggested that the park collaborate with adjacent landowners and state 
and federal managers to identify elk winter habitat outside park boundaries. One 
commenter also suggested that the northern unit of the park could be opened up to 
increase elk winter habitat.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 296  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111105  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: However, the proposed elk management plan is really just a 
short-term solution. Therefore we want to request that the final park plan also include 
a significant commitment to work with adjacent landowners and state and federal 
managers to assure that elk have access to adequate winter habitat outside park 
boundaries, and where appropriate hunting opportunities might then be available.  

      Corr. ID: 301  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111099  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Unfortunately, the proposed elk management plan is only a 
short-term solution. I strongly urge that the final park plan also include a significant 
commitment to work with adjacent landowners and state and federal land managers 
to assure that elk have access to adequate winter habitat outside park boundaries, 
where appropriate hunting opportunities may be available.  

      Corr. ID: 341  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111414  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Local landowners will also benefit from better interaction 
between park service policy and private sector interests. Show them that you have a 
significant commitment to work with adjacent landowners and state and federal 
managers to assure that elk have access to adequate winter habitat both inside and 
outside park boundaries.  

      Corr. ID: 358  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111455  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  
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     Representative Quote: The proposed elk management plan is simply a short-term 
solution. I request that the final park plan also include a significant commitment to 
work with adjacent landowners and state and federal managers to assure that elk have 
access to adequate winter habitat outside park boundaries.  

   

 Response: Although insufficient “winter habitat” is often cited as a factor limiting many large 
mammal populations (particularly in the mountainous western states), it has not been 
identified as a factor limiting the elk population in and around the South Unit of the 
park.  As demonstrated by the preparation of this extensive elk management 
plan/EIS, elk research conducted by the park, and previous agreements with NDGF 
and USFS, the NPS remains committed to developing solutions for managing elk in 
and around the South Unit of the park.  However, because the park does not have 
jurisdiction outside its administrative boundaries, much of the impetus—and 
leadership—for creating additional opportunities for elk outside the park must come 
from entities directly tasked with managing resources outside the park.  The park 
considered but rejected the alternative of relocating elk to the North Unit as a solution 
to managing elk in the South Unit.  The NPS believes that it would be irresponsible 
to create another closed population of elk within a fenced area until a solution is 
developed for their long-term management. 

      

 
 
EL4000 - Elk Population: Impact of Proposal and Alternatives  
   Concern ID:  22223  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that direct reduction of elk in the park would require years of 
sustained effort, thus prolonging the impacts of the elk population to park visitors, 
other wildlife, and park operations.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111999  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Unless state hunting seasons outside the park result in large 
harvests of cow elk over the next five years, it is likely that direct reduction in the 
park will require months, not weeks, each year to achieve the target population. Even 
under the most optimistic scenario, five years of sustained effort will be required. 
This prolongs the potential for vehicle/elk collisions as well as the impacts of the elk 
population on park resources and neighboring ranchlands far longer than other action 
alternatives (1 year for alternative C, 3 years for alternative D). Alternative B 
prolongs impacts to park visitors, to other wildlife, and to park operations for 2-4 
more years than other alternatives.  

   

 Response: The duration of management actions under alternative B is addressed beginning on 
page 63 of the FEIS in the discussion of the fall and winter phases needed 
implementation. This is further clarified in the final EIS, which anticipates direct 
reduction with firearms would occur from November through February under the 
preferred alternative. The prolonged impacts associated with alternative B and the 
preferred alternative are also acknowledged throughout chapter 4 of the final EIS. 
However, as described in the August 10, 2009 preferred and environmentally 
preferable alternatives scoping brochure, the NPS selected the preferred alternative 
because it provides management flexibility, addresses concerns of the public, and has 
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the potential to make elk available to other parts of the country and other parts of 
North Dakota. 

      

   Concern ID:  22251  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that actions under the preferred alternative would disrupt and 
increase elk movement inside and outside of the park.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111992  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The preferred alternative will most likely keep other large 
wildlife on the move during times of the year when energy expenditures are the most 
detrimental. It would result in annual manipulation and disturbance of the elk herd 
during both the reduction and maintenance phases, whereas Alternatives C and D 
would require less manipulation and disturbance of elk and other wildlife during the 
maintenance phase (once every few years instead of every year). Of course, intensive 
annual management activities could also move elk out of the park during state 
hunting season, making more animals vulnerable to harvest. The effectiveness of this 
external harvest would be maximized if the state would better manage its hunt to 
target cows for a few years and severely limit the take of bulls.  

   

 Response: The NPS has acknowledged that actions under the preferred alternative have the 
potential to affect elk movement inside and outside of the park, especially while 
shooting is occurring.  However, monitoring of the elk population would be 
conducted to provide feedback regarding the response of elk and the efficacy of the 
selected alternative.  This would ensure that reasons for observed outcomes (success 
or failure) would be determined, and adjusted accordingly. 

      

 
 
ON1000 - Other NEPA Issues: General Comments  
   Concern ID:  22239  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that the DEIS and Preferred Alternative contain inconsistent 
information regarding meat distribution.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112003  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The documents are inconsistent relating to meat distribution. 
The DEIS lists non-profit organizations, food banks and zoos as recipients. The 
preferred alternative lists state agencies and American Indian tribes but not food 
banks or zoos. The two documents should be consistent. Which state agencies? Do 
the state agencies supply meat to food banks or individuals? What criteria must be 
met to receive a donation of meant? More to the point, will park employees or 
volunteers end up with elk meat? If so, NPS ethics and integrity will be suspect.  

   

 Response: The meat donation process has been refined for the preferred alternative, considering 
the authority of the NPS to transfer government property (elk carcasses in this case) 
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to other entities.  As described in the final EIS, the federal government cannot 
transfer federal property to a private individual, but it can make transfers to various 
groups including other government entities (state, city, Tribal or other authority) and 
non-profit organizations. As further described in the final EIS, if the NDGF partners 
with the NPS, the park would donate the majority of the meat to NDGF and the 
agency could then make the decision to donate the meat to whomever they like, 
including to the individuals that participated in the skilled volunteer program or to 
other people or organizations as they see fit.  The NPS would work with the NDGF to 
ensure that some meat is donated to Tribes and charities.  If the NDGF declines to 
partner with the NPS, the park would still look to donate the meat to other state 
agencies, Indian Tribes, charities or other approved organizations. 

      

 
 
PN4000 - Purpose And Need: Park Legislation/Authority  
   Concern ID:  22226  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter questioned the park's authority of allowing volunteers to shoot elk 
inside of a national park as part of a management action.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 380  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112039  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I also question the efficacy of allowing members of the 
public, enlisted as volunteers, to shoot elk in a national park as park of a management 
action. Again, quoting DO7; "Some examples of duties a VIP should not perform 
include&. Carrying modern firearms." While this is states specifically in examples 
related to law enforcement, the manual remains silent about using firearms specific to 
wildlife management actions. But the inference is there that having volunteers care 
firearms is inappropriate.  

   

 Response: The use of skilled volunteers to assist the park with elk reduction has been reviewed 
by the National Park Service and Department of the Interior and it has been 
determined that such use of volunteers does not violate the laws that guide NPS 
management or the use of volunteers.  

      

 
 
SE4000 - Socioeconomics: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives  
   Concern ID:  22232  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters stated that the cost of implementing the preferred alternative would be 
too high, while another commenter had concerns regarding the cost of hiring Federal 
agency employees.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 39  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111044  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Mention was made of use of Federal Government employees, 
sometimes referenced to as Park Staff and other times as Fed employees as if non-
park Staff. If the plan is referring to USDA- Wildlife Services employees the cost of 
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such involvement needs to be should and compared to the cost of using private 
wildlife services personnel for State resources, in other words how can it be justified 
hiring Federal agency over private sector? What is the cost of the alternative that is 
being proposed?  

      Corr. ID: 39  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111045  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Under benefits of the plan it states: Volunteers would be used 
with this alternative; the park would not pay private contractors or outside individuals 
to shoot elk. They will be paying somebody and it will cost something, it is not clear 
and I believe intentionally that the government is using tax payer money to hire 
themselves where the same funds could be and should be used to provide employment 
instead of building government programs.  

      Corr. ID: 329  Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance  

    Comment ID: 111964  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation  

     Representative Quote: Furthermore, the public has been misled regarding the cost of 
implementing this preferred alternative. According to DEIS analysis, Alternative B is 
second only to Alternative D in expense for implementation; and Appendix D would 
suggest that use of citizen volunteers will move Alternative B, and thus the preferred 
alternative, into first place and the highest cost.  

   

 Response: The costs of the preferred alternative have been updated and are included both in 
Chapter 2 of the EIS beginning on page 89, and in Appendix D of the EIS. 

      

   Concern ID:  22236  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter questioned where the money would come from, from hiring 
additional personnel, while another commenter suggested the park use their existing 
operating budget to manage the elk.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 94  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110736  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I suggest that the Park Sevice make this decision using their 
existing operating budget with no additional funds being made availably and that they 
are responsable for all expences incured in the resolution of this problem which they 
have allowed to continue for so many years.  

      Corr. ID: 100  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110364  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: In many areas our parks are currently understaffed. Where 
will the money to hire such personnel come from? If we don't hire additional 
personnel, how will existing staff fulfill their traditional roles at Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park? Beyond these considerations, I am still concerned that allowing 
volunteer hunters in the park will set a precedent for hunting activity in other National 
Parks.  

   

 Response: Although the park will need to cover the costs of the alternative from base funds, it is 
hoped that an expected base funding increase in FY2012 will allow implementation of 
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this alternative without pulling financial resources away from other park programs. 

      

   Concern ID:  22238  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that they believed the park left out the transportation costs, 
which made the preferred alternative appear to be the best choice.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 94  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110732  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I have studied the management plan and as a Biologist I 
believe the plan was put together to make the round-up and transport of animals to 
other locations the prefered plan. This plan left out the transportation cost to another 
site and the man hours needed to accomplish this transfere. These costs could be huge 
and are a cost to tax payer of some state or federal agency and should have been 
included in the total cost of that alternative plan. But, that would have made the plan 
less attractive,so these costs were left out to make this plan which I beleive the Park 
Service preferes appear to be the best choice.  

   

 Response: On page 91 of the FEIS, it is explained that transportation costs cannot be estimated 
because they vary by recipient. For transportation, the proximity of the recipient to the 
park would be the biggest factor in determining shipping costs, and could vary 
greatly. As is further explained, the costs of transportation would be the responsibility 
of the recipient, so the costs would not be uncured by the NPS. 

      

 
 
VE4000 - Visitor Experience: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives  
   Concern ID:  22242  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters suggested that the park closures be minimized during management 
actions, ensuring that reduction efforts not affect visitor experience.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 34  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110929  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: The entire park should remain open to all visitors, but 
should not be totally open to the reduction efforts. The park is large enough and has 
enough "back country" areas that are not used heavily by the average visitor that 
the initial reduction efforts should be able to go on with little or no notice by the 
average visitor.  

      Corr. ID: 118  Organization: National Parks Conservation 
Association, Northern Rockies Region  

    Comment ID: 110544  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: NPCA understands that a cull is necessary at this time, but 
during the initial reduction phase of the preferred alternative, NPS must take action 
to protect park values that may be disturbed by this intervention to restore 
ecological balance in the park. For example, there will be substantial adverse noise 
impacts and potential threats to public safety that may necessitate park closures. 
NPCA encourages NPS to minimize park closures and preserve natural quiet to the 
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extent possible so that the elk cull does not unacceptably impact other park uses. 
We also ask for assurances that no motorized access be permitted off of established 
motorized routes for the purposes of retrieval of culled elk.  

   

 Response: As stated on page 61 of the FEIS, the NPS would close areas of the park if needed, 
providing appropriate notification to visitors. This would reduce the potential for 
park visitors to hear activities associated with the management actions. Noise 
suppressors would be considered at the discretion of the park during direct 
reduction with firearms, and no motorized vehicles would be used off of 
maintained park roads.  The NPS will strive to minimize closures associated with 
implementation of the preferred alternative. 

      

   Concern ID:  22243  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

One commenter stated that reduction efforts under Alternative B would affect 
visitor experience by exposing visitors to area closures, noise disturbances, and elk 
carcasses.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111991  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Alternative B, however, will most likely require months of 
intensive effort by numerous 
volunteers and/or staff throughout the park. Visitors could be subjected to large 
area closures, the sounds of firearms being discharged (unless noise suppressors are 
definitely required, rather than "may be required) and the sight of 250 to 300 elk 
carcasses being butchered and carried from the park. Kill locations would be 
obvious for some time. This is not an experience that some park visitors will 
appreciate. The best interpretive efforts will not eliminate the confusion about 
hunting vs. management activities, which, on the surface will look about the same. 

   

 Response: These impacts, which could occur under any alternative, are all acknowledged in 
the analysis of impacts to visitor use and experience in the final EIS. 

      

   Concern ID:  22244  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters suggested that direct reduction would affect animal behavior, thus 
compromising visitor experience.  

   Representative Quote(s):  Corr. ID: 100  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110374  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Surely, there will be pressures to use four-wheelers to 
facilitate carcass removal. If allowed, this would impact fragile grasslands and 
forbs and disturb wildlife. The qualitative experiences of other visitors to the park 
will surely be impacted too. I don't relish hiking on crisp fall day when I stand the 
risk of being struck by a stray high powered bullet.  

      Corr. ID: 110  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 112148  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  
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     Representative Quote: Were hunters are let in to begin shooting animals the 
animals' behavior would change. They would fear people more as a threat to their 
lives and avoid us; the magic of the park will be harmed and visitors would come to 
mourn the loss.  

   

 Response: Potential effects on animal behavior has been addressed further in the visitor use 
and experience analysis in the final EIS for all alternatives. 

      

 
 
VS4000 - Visitor Conflicts And Safety: Impact Of Proposal And Alternatives  
   Concern ID:  22245  

   CONCERN 
STATEMENT:  

Commenters stated that the use of firearms in the park would create an 
unsafe environment for park visitors, and that park visitors should not have 
to worry about stray bullets during direct reduction efforts. One commenter 
questioned how the park would ensure that visitors will not be shot during 
direct reduction efforts.  

   Representative Quote(s): Corr. ID: 108  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110585  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Also, if a hunt has to occur where there is no option 
but to use volunteers, I would want it to be managed by the Park where a 
Law Enforcement Park Ranger is with the small group of people instead of a 
free for all in the park. Again, the mission of the Park and the Park Service is 
conservation and preservation and not multi-use like the US Forest Service 
and BLM. Park visitors should not have to be exposed to parts or all of the 
park closed to the visitor nor should the visitor be potentially in harms way 
from a wayward hunters' stray bullet.  

      Corr. ID: 110  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110561  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: When I'm at TRNP in spring, summer, fall or winter 
with my small children, and I'm there at all seasons depending on the year, I 
should not have to be in a position to worry about our safety. To me, that this 
is even being considered is incredible. I have hiked the close-to-road and the 
backcountry of TRNP for years. I try to blend in with nature when doing so. 
That's the magic of the park. That's the goal. Visitors should not be put in the 
position of having to try to stick out and be disruptive in the park in order to 
avoid being shot. I want to be able to go to TRNP to enjoy sanctuary from 
hunting, to learn about nature without disruption, as do all national park 
visitors.  

      Corr. ID: 115  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110318  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: Theodore Roosevelt is known among back-country 
campers as being an excellent place to explore, see the landscape, and 
encounter wildlife all while feeling relatively safe. Allowing even "trained" 
hunters to come in and destroy the atmosphere of the park could prove fatal 
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for both visitation and the unsuspecting visitor.  
      Corr. ID: 122  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 110516  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: If it is determined that the use of skilled volunteers 
or federal employees is absolutely the most efficient way to reduce the elk 
population, how will the park ensure that I won't be shot at? Will the Visitor 
Center be providing blaze orange vests for all visitors? Will there be areas in 
the park closed to visitor use while the elk reduction teams are out? This 
would obviously change the entire park experience and overall would be a 
damn shame for the National Park Service. It would also set a precedent for 
other national parks to follow in these ridiculous footsteps.  

      Corr. ID: 329  Organization: Badlands Conservation Alliance  

    Comment ID: 111963  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation  

     Representative Quote: The National Park System was not established to 
accommodate either hunters or armed citizen volunteers. Rather, it is a haven 
for wildlife and for a majority of National Park users specifically because it 
does not accommodate hunters or armed citizen volunteers. Those 
individuals and families seeking a solidly safe and unarmed outdoor 
experience during the life of this Plan would no longer be provided with the 
destination that Theodore National Park has offered. Indeed, promised.  

      Corr. ID: 370  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111990  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: My husband and I both hunt, however during 
hunting seasons, some visitors (including us) visit national parks to avoid 
potential hunter safety issues as well as to enjoy viewing wildlife undisturbed 
by hunting activities. While direct reduction of elk using firearms is a 
management action, not hunting, the impact on park visitors is largely the 
same. Of Alternative B, page 201 states "Although firearms are used 
routinely outside of the park during hunting seasons, their use in the 
wilderness area of the South Unit would create a substantial noise intrusion 
on solitude&. The presence of direct reduction teams would also contribute 
to the impacts" Alternative C would limit park-wide disturbance to both park 
visitors and wildlife to an, estimated 6 days. For another 16 days, disturbance 
would be centered around the wildlife handling facility on the eastern edge 
of the South Unit, an arm not frequented by park users. Alternative D would 
also limit park-wide disturbance, presumably to about 6 days far the initial 
CWD testing phase, then 1 day per year to round up elk for translocation. 
Presumably, another 2 weeks of disturbance would occur at the wildlife 
handling facility during the testing phase, with substantially less time [a day 
or two) required during translocation activities.  

      Corr. ID: 546  Organization: Sierra Club  

    Comment ID: 110998  Organization Type: Conservation/Preservation  

     Representative Quote: The assurance of visitor safety would be severely 
compromised if hunting within the Park was included as part of the proposed 
elk management plan. Families trying to enjoy the Park as they have since its 
inception should not have to deal with increased traffic and noise associated 
with hunting activities or worry about dodging an errant bullet shot from 
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miles away.  
      Corr. ID: 547  Organization: Not Specified  

    Comment ID: 111446  Organization Type: Unaffiliated Individual  

     Representative Quote: I think that the preferred alternative is hunting by 
another name - you will be allowing citizens to bring firearms into the park 
to kill elk, which will make the park unsafe for others for several months of 
every year for up to 5 years.  

   

 Response: As stated on page 61 of the FEIS, the NPS would close areas of the park if 
needed, providing appropriate notification to visitors. This would reduce the 
potential for park visitors to hear activities associated with the management 
actions. Noise suppressors would be considered at the discretion of the park 
during direct reduction with firearms, and no motorized vehicles would be 
used off of maintained park roads. 
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LETTERS TO BE INSERTED HERE 
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